The category of tendentiousness sits uncomfortably within most accounts of twentiethcentury European esthetics. With its dogmatic, didactic, and aesthetically conservative inclinations, tendentiousness as a concept appears to have resisted rather than contributed to the triumphant development of high modernism. The opposition would seem inherent to the constitutive logic of modernism, which translates the ideal of political revolt to the realm of artistic form. Such translation was often understood as inseparable from political aims (for example in fascist and especially in left-wing avant-gardes between the wars), but the esthetic moment of formal innovation always remained fundamental.
intertwined and mutually reinforcing: Karel Teige's theoretical texts on Constructivism, for example, represent an important point of contact between Prague structuralism and Czech modernist architecture or the avant-garde in general. 8 Clearly, this emphasis on functions is not unique to the Czech avant-garde and to a large extent reflects modernist trends developing elsewhere, particularly in France, Germany, Holland, and (somewhat later) the Soviet Union. Yet perhaps nowhere else did theoretical reflection on the concept of functionalism link such a wide range of significant cultural discourses, from architecture to general esthetics to economic theory. So the question arises: why should these developments have found such an enthusiastic reception and fruitful elaboration in interwar Czechoslovakia?
The post-National Revival discourse of cultural tendentiousness mentioned above House]: not for a day would they contend with anyone who was complicit in this national and artistic embarrassment." 10 In the early 1900s, therefore, Šalda still couched his defense of international modernism in a didactic argument: modernism would bring cultural maturity to the Czech nation. Functionalism as esthetic principle was desirable not only for its promise to create a coherent modern culture but also for its function in creating a cosmopolitan, and therefore "healthy," national culture.
11
Paradoxically, then, the rigorously modernist concept of functionalism just may have found such fertile ground in Czechoslovakia for reasons generally regarded as regressive. If such claim is plausible, then clearly one would have to revise the easy, bipolar scheme whereby the National Revival legacy of national tendentiousness anticipated only the anti-modernist currents in interwar Czech culture. More broadly, however, such an affinity would suggest that the macro-narrative of tendentiousness as an "anti-esthetic" antagonistic to the radical and cosmopolitan character of modernism and the avant-garde conceals greater complexities than first appears.
The figure of Karel Teige (1900 Teige ( -1951 , the most influential propagator of avantgarde culture in interwar Czechoslovakia, represents a fascinating case study in this context. Teige have been the subject of increasing interest in recent years, this curious early development has attracted almost no attention in the English-language scholarship.
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What follows will examine the logic that guided Teige during that early shift from proletarian art to the avant-gardist positions adopted in 1922, focusing on the key terms of lidovost ("popular character") and tendence ("tendentiousness" or "tendency" Things that a moment ago were engulfed in darkness and hidden from your eyes now begin to exist: white tiled surfaces and the black iron plates of the oven start to take outline in their mutual oppositions, and this occurs without lights, without gradations of shade or reflections; that intimately familiar old oven pushes through the soft darkness, extending and rising up with an almost gentle certainty; and now these things finally are, they are here, living in their full dimensions with all of their being. 25 Humble objects captivate Čapek because they confront one with sheer being, and this intimate experience of materiality would be impossible with "art" objects that were not part of everyday life. 26 Čapek's most humble art was thus hardly unobtrusive. Rather it represented a fundamental point of contact with the world: mundanity made miraculous. he felt characterized much of the Soviet avant-garde. 29 Finally, Teige at this stage was quick to characterize practically all of the previous avant-garde movements as agonies of the late bourgeois epoch rather than any sort of cultural rebirth. Thus, Expressionism and Dada represented for him (much as they would later for Georg Lukács) the "final consequences of the bankruptcy of the previous art," raising to an even higher power the chaotic swirl of cultural confusion that typified art of the bourgeois era and that proletarian culture was to overcome. 30 Indeed, Teige's earliest texts at times struck an outright anti-modernist note: he complained, for example, that the "old art" (by which he meant practically the entire European avant-garde to that time) was bad because it was too much like modern cities, "which we also don't like. Perhaps most crucial, however, was how Teige's early commitment to lidovost translated in the early to mid-twenties into a fascination with mass culture. 37 Teige early on identified the purist forms of lidovost in:
westerns, Buffalo Bills, Nick Carter novels, sentimental novels, American movie serials or Chaplin's grotesques, amateur comedy theater, variété jugglers, wandering minstrels, clowns and acrobatic circus riders, Springtime folk celebrations, a Sunday football match, in short almost everything on which the cultural life of the vast majority of the proletariat thrives. These literary forms-many of you will say: deformities-are nowadays the one and most characteristic popular [lidovou] literature. 38 The link between these disparate examples of popular culture was their proven ability to entertain masses of people (i.e., their zábavnost). Again, Teige viewed the essence of lidovost in the capacity to evoke a particular positive response. For this reason he felt that proletarian art must not simply depict the world in which the proletariat lived or attempt to mythologize or aestheticize factories, housing projects, union leaders, and so on. Rather, proletarian art had to be an art to which the proletariat spontaneously responded: "not stories of life's miseries, not paintings of mine shafts and steelworks, but of the tropics and of far-away lands, poetry of a free and active life, which brings to the worker not a reality that crushes but rather a reality and a vision that inspire and strengthen!" 39 The proletariat was to act as the consumer or audience rather than the object or topic of proletarian art. Mass culture would in this way reinforce the construction of a working-class subjectivity.
The danger of producing mere escapist art was a danger of which Teige was aware, even if at this stage he did not have a sufficient response to it. Truly escapist art, for Teige, was always bourgeois or traditionalist art, which required its viewers to escape to a museum, gallery, or church in order to view it. The justification for turning to mass and popular forms, with their exoticism and potential escapism, was simply the indisputable fact that "the people" responded to it: only in this way could one let the proletariat dictate the terms of its own art. This criterion of spontaneous response, Teige felt, guaranteed that the new proletarian art would not be simply frivolous but rather that it hit a nerve and touched on something truly modern. Thus Teige increasingly emphasized the criterion that the new art be entertaining and engrossing, that its primary goal be to make its spectators happy. This is a fundamental point of contact between
Teige's understanding of proletarian art and the later "felicitology" of poetism. Proletarian art is more tendentious than others, since it is more conscious of its task and expresses itself concretely." 44 Teige and Wolker even quote at length a statement on tendentiousness in art by the poet and political journalist Karel Havlíček Borovský (1821-1856), thus explicitly alluding to the post-Biedermeier-era legacy of cultural politicization. 45 The further evolution of Teige's understanding of tendence, however, reveals clearly how the early Teige could exploit and emphasize the logical tensions within a concept in order to end up in a position that appears diametrically opposed.
A key text in this evolution is the 1922 essay "Nové umění proletářské," ("The New Proletarian Art"), which represents Teige's first major attempt to redefine the concepts set forth in "Proletářské umění" and thus stands halfway between the doctrine of proletarian art and Constructivism. Teige here retains tendence as a critical category, claiming that, in contrast to the "artistic bankruptcy" of Futurism and other recent avantgarde movements, the most current art is characterized by "tendentiousness and collectivity." with the finest tendentiousness will never be tendentious poetry," serves as Teige's model for denouncing "the common tendentious pseudopoetry of today." 47 The origin of such tendentious pseudopoetry, Teige argued, lay in a historical misunderstanding and a failure to distinguish between two forms of tendentiousness. The first form, tendentiousness as commonly understood-that is, literature that functioned as party propaganda, "bearing the stamp of party bureaucracy and inspired from above"-was in fact only a subgenre of tendentious art and represented the artistic style appropriate to meet the specific demands made on art during openly revolutionary periods. 48 To raise such a narrow understanding of tendentiousness to the level of a fundamental criterion for art at all times, as Teige now accused the Proletkult of doing, was an error.
The second, broader form of tendentiousness upheld not art's obligation to communicate particular information or viewpoints but rather its fundamental obligation to seek social relevance and effective forms of engagement. This form of concern with the specific function of "poetic" as opposed to "ordinary" language), and, later, the Prague linguistic circle (although Teige's relationship to Mukařovský, as was noted above, was one of mutual influence). Nonetheless, it should be clear that these external influences did not descend upon the early Teige as some sort of deus ex machina instigating a radical conceptual reversal but rather reinforced and channeled a development that was already taking place in his thought. 55 The double evolution traced above-from tendence to functionalism, and from lidovost to mass culture-needs to be borne in mind when examining Teige 19. I do not address here the often-discussed issue of how to differentiate modernism from the avant-garde-a distinction that rarely bothered theorists of the time.
Teige, for example, commonly used the terms interchangeably. In regard to the issues to be examined below, the movements now termed the historical avant-garde assumed the most radically combative positions. My conviction is that if ambiguities can be revealed even in the face of these sharply pointed oppositions, then those ambiguities hold relevance even for the broader and more differentiated phenomena that have traditionally gone under the label of high modernism. 
